— BN SNRf ey

AD612706

As
-

B Robert A. Gessert 4
M Nehemiah Jordan AR - e
J Wauts vor v, /:7’,&

Study S-184

M FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ORGANIZATION
8 The Rationale of Its Development

Jobn E. Tashjean e

LINSTITUTE FOR DEFENSE ANALYSES

JECONOMIC AND POLITICAL STUDIES DIVISION

January 1965 IDA/HQ ,55-3480

Copy " of 165

ARGEIVE GUPY




e |

o

| SO |

/\//o ’D DC ’;"‘"“

Study S-184

FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ORGANIZATION
The Rationale of Its Development

Robert A. Gessers
Nehemiah Jordan
John E. Tashjean

January 1965

This report bas beem reviewed in the Office of Civii Defense and
approved for pablicasson. Approvel does mot sigwify 1hat the comsenss
wecessorsly reflacs the views and policies of 1he Ofice of Civil Defense

INSTITUTE FOR DEFENSE ANALYSES
ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL STUDIES DIVISION




BLANK PAGES
IN THIS
DOCUMENT
WERE NOT
FILMED



FOREWORD

This Study represents part of a research program of analyses of
dlternative civil defense systems conducted for the Office of Civil

Defense under Contract No. OCD-0S-63-134 (dated June 28, 1963). H
IDA studies in civil defense are being performed in the Economic

and Political Studies Division under the general direction of
Mr., Samuel Ewer Eastman, Prcject Head. i

Among the co-authors of this study, Dr. Nehemiah Jordan
contributed historical research and Dr. John E. Tashjean provided
political analysis. Miss Adele Scaraton prepared the appendix and !
assisted in drafting the report., Other members of the IDA civil ;
defense project contributed valuable insight and criticism during

the preparation of this study.

Without implicating them in any of our errors of fact, inter-
pretatation, or judgment, we wish to acknowledge the assistance and ;
support offered to us by colleagues in other research institutions l
and, above all, by officials in the Office of Civil Defense, both
in Washington and in regional offices,

Robert A. Gessert
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SUMMARY

Early efforts to organize Federal civil defense capabilities in
peacetime were promnted by the experiences of strategic bombing,
the develcpment c¢f atomic weapons, and the Korean War emergency.
The Federal Civil Deftense Act of 1950 set civil defense within the
framework of other policies and machinery of national security as
established by the National Security Act of 1947 and the Defense
Production Act of 1950. The Act divided responsibilities for civil
defense between the Federal Government and the States and their
political subdivisions, vesting primary responsibility in the
latter. It furthe:r provided for stand-by emergency authority to

be invoked for civil defense mobilization in the event of an attack.

The fourteen-year history of mndern civil defense (1950-1964)
has included two major reorganizations of Federal responsibilities
and authorities. In 1958, civil defense planning was consolidated
with defense mobilization planning; the objective was to integrate
dall non-military emergency preparedness measures. At that time,
the Federal Government formally assumed joint responsibility for
civil defense along with State and local governments. In 1961, a
second reorganization transferred major Federal responsibilities to
the Secretary of Defense with 4 view towards achieving greater
utilization of the operational capabilities of the Department of
Defense and effective coordination of civil defense planning with
military defense. As a result of chis ~eorganization, the Federal
Government assumed greater responsibility for the development of

protective capabilities anu emergency services.

These reorganizations were precipitated by the combined impact

of the development of thermnnuclear weapons and intercontinental
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missiles, varying views of the nature of the threat, changes in
strategic doctrine, and dissatisfaction with the progress of civil
defense programs. Reflecting changing concepts of civil defense
organization, they have produced a level of stability in civil
defense polity. Certain underlying issues affecting the organi-
zation of civil defense operations remain, however, problematic.
For example, the effective organization of operations will depend
heavi.y upon the clarity and focus of mission. And clarity of
miceion would be furthered by concentration on the purpcse of
protecting and saving lives, as opposed to national and strategic
purposes of supporting a war effort, assuring national survival
and recovery, and underwriting a military posture. The formulation
and consideration of such national and strategic pur,oses and
missions may best be concentrated in high-level policy machinery
rather than in an operational organization properly mission-
oriented.

The effective fulfillment of the life-saving mission requires
development and satisfaction of four classes of operational
requirements: (1) on-site protective capabilities, such as shelter
and evacuation systems, and programs of public education to assure
their effective use; (2) mobile emergency services readily
available to provide for rescue and medical aid, fire-fighting and
other damage control, and decontamination; (3) resource allocation
functions based on the continuity of governmental decision-making
capabilities for the use of stockpiled and other existing resources
to provide relief, repair vital facilities, and restore critical
services; (4) nation-wide communications systems to warn the entire
population, to disseminate information, and to ensure direction
and control by responsible officials. Decision as to how best
to organize resources for the satisfaction of these requirments
should probably be explored by cost/effectiveness analyses of
alternative uses of various governmental units and agencies and
private groups.
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The alternative ways of organizing resources for the satis-
taction of operational requirements must also be tested for
feasibility against certain policy constraints., The principal
constraints which have affected the organization of civil defense
involve concepts of ultimate civilian control; maximum utilization
of existing resources; planning based upon the cooperation and
coordination of governmental units and agencies and private groups;
and informal, rather than statutory, Federal peacetime authority
oo civil defense direction and control. Such constraints have,
however, been applied rather flexibly in the past and are, them=-
selves, subject to continuing re-examination.

Propocsals havs been, and continue to be, made for further
substantial changes in the Federal civil defense organization.
These include proposals for the creation of a Department of Civil
Defense, for the rederalization of civil defense programs and
activities, and for the passage of new legislation making civil
defense mandatory or providing statutory regulations and standards,
Such sweeping charnges have, to date, been resisted. Organizational
decisions of such magnitude must await future decisions concerning
the most effective physical sysvems for coping with a changing
threat,
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I
INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE AND SCOPE

This study examines the Pederal organization of civil defense
as it has developed between passage of the Federal Civil Defense
Act of 1950 and the beginning of 1965. The objectives of this
investigation have been to analyze the evolving organizational
concepts, to discuss the basic issues underlying them, and to
identify the principal organizational alternatives which have been
considered.

The subject under examination could be broadly identified as
the logic or rationale of the organization of civil defense
functions of the Federal sovernment. The fourteen years since
passage of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 have provided
considerable experience with, and given a certain momentum to,
activities of planning and preparing for the defense of the
population and of the economy against an atomic or nuclear attack,
Yet these same fourteen years have yielded little firm agreement
on, or widespread understanding of, the most appropriate ways to
organite either the functions of planning and preparation or the
emergency operations that would be required in the event of an
attack.

In order to assess the concepts, issues and choices which
civil defense organization entails, a variety of decumentary
evidence was examined: 1laws, executive orders, and departmental
directives; various agency reports; corgressional hearings and
reports; and major studies of civil defense organization.
Documentary research was supplemented by general historical infor-
mation cn developments in the international environment, a limited

1
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number of informal interviews and field observations, and general
organization theory. The history covered included two major
reorganizations of Federal civil defense responsibilities, and
these provided natural points of focus for investigation. It is
as important to understand the reasons for rejecting one proposal
as to understand the reasons for accepting another, and both are
examined in order to delineate the concepts and principles that
constrain the range of organizational choice.

B. DEFINITIONS OF "ORGANIZATION"

Three common meanings of the term "organization" may be
distinguished. In order to avoid confusion, these should be noted
at the outset and placed in perspective. In general usage,
"organization" may mean® structure of relations; a group or
association, and, more narrowly, a principal agency; or the process
of organizing. The problems of civil defense organization encompass
all three of these meanings.

Some of the most delicate and critical issues of civil defense
organization involve questions of the structure of relations among
all the echelons and offices of government and between the govern=-
ment and private groups and citizens. Responsibility for civil
defense has been divided between the Federal Government on the one
hand and the States an’ their political subdivisions on the other,
Moreover, the Federal Government's responsibilities have Leen
diffused in varying degrecs among many departments and agencies.
Finally, the individual citizen h&s been counted upon to play
various roles in his own defense.

Discussion of structural problems inevite“ly raises questaons
about the numbers and functions of the participant groups who carry
responsibility for civil defense. The dependence of civil defense
upon widely dispersed, loosely related offices, many of which may
be manned by airt-time or volunteer personnel, means that civil
defense faces organizational problems *%ich are quite different




from those faced by a modern army or bhusiness enterprise. Many of
the problems of civil defense organization consist of determining
which offices of government and what elements of society would be
needed in a working civil defense organization under varying
circumstances.

Since the offices of government and elements of society
included in a working organization in emergency will not necessarily
bear major responsibilities for planning and developing civil
defense capabilities in peacetime, the processes of organizing or
mobilizing such groups under crisis conditions constitute major
problems of organization.

Generally, throughout this report, the context will make clear
which meaning of "organization" is intended. Most commonly, the
structure of relations will be intended as the comprehensive
meaning. Proper names or descriptive phrases will frequently be
used to designate participating groups, and the process of
organizing will typically be discussed in more specific temms as
"mobilizing" and "controlling.”

C. POINT OF VIEW AND METHOD

Three broad, but not mutually exclusive, approaches to
organization may be distinguished according to what the basic
problem is understood to be: the first is missjon-oriented, the
second resource-oriented, and the third polity-coriented.

(1) Mission-oriented approach. This approach emphasizes the
roles or tasks that are to be performed by organized
efforc; organization becomes the determination of how
functions should be divided, combined, and directec in
order to accomplish specific tasks. Planning for
possible courses of action, based on e:ttimates of the
situation or threat to be met and the usze of "planning
factors" cerived from experience and analysis, is the
principal determinant of oirganizational requirements,
Unity of command and concert of effort are typically
highly valued goals of this type of organizational




planning and design. The post-war civil defense studies
conducted in the military establishment_applied this
approach to civil defense organization.l

(2) Resource-oriented approach. This approach emphasizes
the resource-allocation problems of a complex system.
The way in which a set of functions is organized both
reflects and provides for decisions concerning the way
in which scarce resources are to be used in developing
the products and services of the system. While the
latter are, of course, critical and are valued according
to the purposes and mission of the system, organization
is significant for how it combines resources as much as
for how it integrates the outputs. Economy of effort
is a major goal of organization. Because a wartime
civil defense mission is apt to require vast services
at a time when resources are depleted, this approach
was frequently used in the reviews of civil defense
organization undertaken during the fifties.?

(3) Polity-oriented approach. A third approach is

IHent%fIEEIe by its focus on jurisdictional aspects of
a complex public system; organization here becomes the
pattern by which responsibility and authority are
divided and functions assigned. These divisions and
assignments reflect the constitutional=-statutory-
customary organization of government as a whole. While
mission, tasks, and scarcity of resourccs may establish
limits, matters of law, of statecraft, and of inter-
governmental relations are the major determinants of

1. See particularly: US National Military Establishment,
Office of the Secretary of Defense, A Study of Civil Defer.se, War
Department Civil Defense Board (Washington, D. C., 1948)(the so-
called Bull Report); and US National Military Establishmant, Office
of the Secretary of Defense, Civil Defense for National Security

Office of Civil Defense Planning (Washington, D. G., 134c)(the so-
called Hopley Report).

2. See particularly: Associated Universities, Inc., Project
East River, (New York, 1952); Associated Universities, Inc., :

Review of the Report of Project East River, (New York, 1955);~
Rational Planning Association, special Policy Committee on Non-
military Defense Fiamming, A Progrnm for the Non-military Defense
of the United States, (Washington, D. C., 5 May 195%); EERIHsey and
Company, Inc., Report on Pon-military Defense nization., Part I:
fense




basic organizational forms. Civil defense, as a new
public function, does not yet occupy a settled place in
the structure of government and is, therefore, partic-
ularly subject to analysis from this point of view.
Two major studies of civil defense organization during
the fifties stressed this approach.l
A complete analysis of civil defense organization must use all
three approaches, sometimes simultaneously and sometimes singly.
All three may be required simultaneously in order to evaluate com-
paratively the overall performance of alternative organizationms.
General performance would be a function of the degree of coordi-
nation among officials, the quality of the planning for specific
operations, and the effectiveness with which public and private
resources are utilized. Single applications of one or the other
approach seem to be indicated for special problems such as
(1) defining organizational requirements for specific
civil-defense tasks (the mission-oriented approach),
(2) establishing just and authoritative divisions of
responsibility (the polity-oriented approach), and
(3) ensuring the efficient use of resources (the resource=
oriented approach).

The present study begins by examining (in Section II) the
crganizational concepts which have emerged during the modern
history of civil defense. Since these have derived largely from
polity-oriented approaches, concepts of the role of civil defense
in national security policy and machinery, of Federa., State, and
local responsibilities, and of emergency powers have been stressed.

In Section III the issues underlying these polity problems
are considered under three main headings: the mission and purpose

1. US Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. A Staff
Report on Civil Defense and Urban Vulnerability, (washington, ¥. C.,
s §6vernmenE Printing OIfice, 1955);ard House of Representatives,
Subcommittee on Military Operations of the Committee on Government

Operations, Civil Defense for National Survival, House Report No.
2946, B4th Congress, 2nd Session, 27 July 1356,




of civil defense, the operational requirements for fulfilling the
life-saving mission, and the policy constraints which limit the
range of feasible ways to meet requirements. Cost/effectiveness
analyses are suggested for initial comparisons of the alternative
organizational systems for satisfying requirements for protective
capabilities, emergency services, rescurce allocation, and communi-
cations systems,

The last section (Section IV) briefly examines broad organi=-
zational proposals which have been recommended and indicates the
principal reasons for which they have been rejected.




I
EVOLVING ORGANIZATIONAL CONCEPTS

Three sets of polity problems have dominated the organizational
history of modern civil defense: (1) the place of civil defense

in national security policy and machinery; (2) the division of
responsibility for civil defense between the Federal Government

and State and local governments; and (3) the nature of the special
governmental powers, particularly for emergency, that civil defense
requires. This section examines the .evolution of civil defense

organizational concepts in terms of these broad questions.
A. CIVIL DEFENSE AND NATIONAL SECURITY

In creating the Federal Civil Defense Administration as an
independent agency in the Executive Branch of the Government, the
Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as originally enacted, estab-
lished civil defense as one of the three more or less independent
variables of national security. The other two were military defense
as represented by the Department of Defense and defense mobilization
as represented by the Office of Defense Mobilization in the
Executive Office of the President. The forme: derived from a long
history as the sword of national security and had been given a new
organizational form following the Second World War by the Natioral
Security Act of 1947 and its amendments of 1949, 1953 and 1958.
Defense mobilization was also a3 familiar element of national
security with an important history in both World Wars. Though the
National Security Act of 1947 had created the National Security
Resources Board to supervise mobilization requirements in peace-
time, the Xorean War found existing Government policy and machinery
inadequate to meet the costly and complex demands upon the civilian
economy that a long conventional war would entail. The Defense
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Production Act of 1950, passed in September, placed new policy and
machinery at the President's disposal to divert civilian resources
to military needs., Most important of the agencies created under
that Act was the Office of Defense Mobilization set up by executive
order in the Executive Office of the President in December 1950.
The relationships of civil defense to such agencies and subsequent
ones to be discussed later in this section, are illustrated in
Figure 1.

When civil defense was established as a permanent function and
responsibility of government, it had no comparable history or
prominence. Though civilians had helped to protect the homefront
and to support the war effort by organizing local defense councils
in World War I and had volunteered their scrvices again in World
War II --this time through an Office of Civil Defense--the
technology of atomic bombs and long-range bombers created the first
significant need for the protection of civilians against the
effects of enemy attack. The Korean War was the catalyst for
establishment of a peacetime civil defense agency; but *the need,
and interpretations as to how to meet it, are directly traceable
to the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

1. Separation of National Security Functions

Confronted with both a cold war and a conventional hot war,
the United States began the decade of the fifties with three dis-~
tinguishabie functions of national security: to train, equip and
deploy military forvrces; to supply, support, and replenish them from
the civilian sector; and to provide protection to civilians in case
military forces could not prevent attack upon the continental United
States. The first was needed for both cold war and shooting war;
and although the last two are strictly wartime functions, the
technology of warfare had come to require peacetime preparation
for them. Although they both involved the civilian sector directly,
they were separable in that civil defense would be required only in
event of extreme national emergency - i.e., attack on the interior

8
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zone. Moreover, only civil defense might indiscriminately involve
any or all of the public.

There seemed to be ample basis in experience and in the
immediate circumstances of 1950 for segregating responsibilities
for these three functions of national security into three unequal
and dissimilar agencies of the Federal Government. The oft-repeated
recommendation that the Federal civil defense agency be placed
within the military establishment was rejected for at least three
reasons: (1) so that civil defense would not divert the military
from its prime mission which included preventing attack on the
interior; (2) so that civil defense would remain unequivocally
uridder civilian control and direction; and (3) so that a military
channel would not be introduced into Federal-State-local relations.
The logic behind each of these reasons was debatable, and pro-
ponents of placing civil defense responsibility in the Department
of Defense did not agree that the first two reasons required
placing civil defense outside of that Department which was itself
under civilian direction and control. On the other hand, it was
argued, especially by local officials, that effective civil
defensc operations would be so entirely dependent upon close
military liaison that State and local officials would need to have
direct access to the national military leadership.

o b O 5 5 oo, R

When President Truman, in 1949, assigned responsibility for
civil defense planning to the National Security Resources Board,
he identified civil defense with the overall mobilization function
of government. But the emergency of the Korean War made it more
apparent that civil defense and defense mobilization involved
civilians in sufficiently different ways, and performed
sufficiently different functions, that separate agencies were
required., Defense mobilization drew upon vital national resources
through the organized private sectors of business, industry, labor,
and agriculture. Civil defense, on the other hand, was to employ a
portion of naticnal resources to be used for the protection of the
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public at large, particularly in urban, critical-target areas.
Especially in view of the confusion and loss of effectiveness that
had resulted from the combination of "war services" and "protective
services" in the wartime Office of Civilian Defense, responsible
officials of State and local governments welcomed the organizational
separation of civil defense and defense mobilization.1 Congress
confirmed this separation by defining ™attack™ and "civil defense"
in the Act so as to further dissociate the two non-military defense
functions.

2. Consolidation of Civil Defense With Defense Mobilization

The reasons for the merger of civil defense and defense
mobilization by Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 emerged slowly
during the period from 1950 to 1958 and continued to plague the
assignment and location of clear-cut functions and responsibilities.
In part, the consolidation may be attributed to frustration with
the programs of both the Federal Civil Defense Administration and
the Office of Defense Mobilization. FCDA had successively
emphasized programs of new shelter construction, use of shelter
space in existing buildings, evacuation and survival planning,
and (briefly) a massive Federal program of blast and fallout
shelter construction. cach of these programs appeared either
infeasible or inadequate soon after it was announced. On the other
hand, the nature of OIM's assigned functions changed substantially
during the same period, as the Korean War came to an end and the
danger of intercontinental nuclear war seemed to take its place.
With the new strategies of massive retaliation, programs of

1. The Bull Report and the Hopley Report agreed in recommending
the separation of the war services and protective services. In this
and other recommendations the Hopley Report, which was widely
distributed, was well received by State aid local governments.

11
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mobilization for a long conventional war seemed outmoded; and
"mobilization" came to include the problem of fighting a "broken-
back" war - i.e,, mobilization became an issue of allocating to

the war effort resources that might be substantially depleted by
attack.

Most of the major reviews of civil defense during the period
from 1951-1958 came to view civil cdefense and defense mobilization
as overlapping due to the growing potential of the threat. Civil
defense was seen, not solely as a problem of saving lives, but, by
virtue of the nuresumed strategic value of attacking the homefront,
as an issue of national security and survival, That is, its
national and strategic justification was the same as that for
defense mobilization, This fact alone, however, did not require
that central responsibilities for the two sets of functions be
combined in a single agency, for the two still seemed to involve
civilians at different levels: civil defense at a popular level
and defense mobilization at the industrial level., Moreover, since
civil defense would be a claimant for national resources, it was
argued that Federal responsibility for it should not be placed in
the office charged with allocating such resources to other national
programs, However, as the successive programs of FCDA produced only
limited stability and progress in achievi:y protection for the
populace by offering guidance and assistance to state and local
governments, FCDA began to give increasing attention to the
emergency services of the Federal Government. FCDA's program of
«>legation of responsibilities to Federal agencies did not begin
until 1954 and never reached the proportions of the delegation pro-
gram of ODM. However, by the time of consolidation of the two
offices the most commonly voiced argument for consolidation,
besides the argument that the threat had made the separation
anachronistic, was that the delegations programs of the two
offices overlapped and confused direction of the Federal agencies
for emergency preparedness.




At the level of the relation of FCDA and ODM to the civilian
population, the similarity of function was older and more subtle,
but it helped tc make the consolidation of 1958 seem reasonable.
The earliest unclassified, post-war studies of civil defense had
listed dispersal of industry as a principal means of reducing
civilian vulnerability, The most likely civilian targets always
appeared to be the densely-populated metropolitan complexes.
Shelters and evacuation might be the only measures to help protect
civilians who must live in those areas, but a longer-term solution
seemed to reside in breaking up the complexes themselves: this
could be achieved only by dispersal of industry. On May 20, 1950,
NSRB had, in fact, declared that "only a progressive decentrali-
zation or dispersion" of cities and industrial centers would
1 In the
long run, then, the effectiveness of both civil defense (measured
solely by life-saving potential) and defense mobilization, could
be conceived to rest on policies affecting industry. The vast

constitute long-term protection against atomic attack.

body of literature on dispersion and decentralization which was
produced during the early 1950's lent conceptual support to the
organizational combination of civil defense with defense mobili=-
zation rather than with military defense.

However, by 1958, when FCDA and ODM were combined by
Reorganization Plan No., 1 to form the Office of Civil and Defense
Mobilization (OCDM), the expanding lethal radii of hydrogen bombs,
plus the increasing concentration of the population in metropolitan
complexes, made the long-term reduction of civilian vulnerability
through dispersion seem almost hcpeless. The fallout problem had
also established that civilians were vulnerable to the effects of
nuclear attack even if they did not live in target cities. However,
this aspect of the threat seemed manageable, and OCDM concentrated

1. As reported in The New York Times, May 21, 1950, Section
VIII, p. 7.
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its concern with protective services on fallout-shelter construction
at all levels of society, private as well as public. 3Stockpiling and
industrial preparedness programs continued but became oriented more
toward protection of in-being capabilities and faciliti.es for
suivival and recovery.

3. Consolidation of Civil With Military Defense

Meanwhile, developing strategic discussions had related civil
defense to military defense in a new way. The role ¢f strategic
forces came to be stressed as the prevention of surprise attack,
major war by conventional aggression, and lcss of vital interests
at points of confrontation. This role, combined with the fact
that adversary forces could also threaten destruction in the
continental US, gave a different meaning and prom nence ¢
“strategic arguments" for civil defense. The absence of adequate
civil defense appeared to be the Achilles heel of US military
might. Several major strategy reviews of 1957-1955 argued that
civil defense was required to underwrite the military posture ani
strategy of deterrence. Such strategic requirement for civis
defense did not neressarily mean that responsibility for civil
defense and for military defense had to be organizationally
combine i, but it w-s argued that planning for, and developnent of,
civil defense had to go hand-in-hand with planning and developing

y

2
the strategic force structure, Such arguments produced more public

4
¥

controversy about civil defense, for they seemed to involve the

of that tolicy. These arguments were also vulnerable to ancther
kinG of atteck: that they displaced the solely humane interest in
tives through civil defense.

The more controversial aspects of strategic uoctrines of
deterrence and their civil defense impiications aside, it became
increasingly apparent during the late fifties that military forces
coiuld not, by deterrence or by interdiction, safeguard the

14




population from all possible ways in which an attack might occur -
e.g., by accident, madness, or miscalculation. When President
Kennady, in 1961, transferred major responsibilities for civil
defense from the Cffice of Civil Defense Mobilization to the
Secretary of Defence, he made explicit the need lor the life=-saving
potential of civil defense, independent both of a successful
military deterrvent and of the razgquirements for mobilization, or
ever recovery; civil defense represented "insurance," The
principal reasons that were adduced for making tha assignment to
the Secretary of Defense were that he was the cofficial already
recponsible for the defense of rhe continental United States,

and that the Department of Defenss represented a vast and relevant
cperational capability which could be drawn upon for civil defense.

Thege reasons for the reorganization of 1961, and, later, the
redelegation %o the Secretary of the Army, were comparable to the
argurents of the late forties which had urged establishing the
Federal civil defense agency in the Office of either the
Szcretary of Defense or the Secretary of the Army. However, by
the early sixties several new developments reinforced the logic
of locating Federal civil defense responsibilities in the Depart-
ment of Defenrz., In view of the possibility that the adversary
could conceal, or otherwise reduce the vuinerability of, his
strateric missile forces, it became apparent that these could not
be so fully interdicted as to make civil defense unnecessary. The
problems at issue in the relation of military defense and civil
defense had becoue more clearly those of the best allocation of
resources: e.g., whether it was relatjvely more useful to try
to reduce the number of liwves at risk by increasing the size of
the striking forces (in the attempt to improve interdiction
capability) or te allscate comparable resources to improve civil
_cfense capabilities. During the sixties it seemed likely that
strategic striking forces would develop, or had developed, to the
point where civil defense became competitive with their marginal
utility.

1




Moreover, the emerging technology of ballistic missile defense

w.3 seen to support, rather than deny, the need for civil defense,
While effective ballistic missile defense might make blast
shelters unnecessary in some areas, because it would uefend only a

imited area such a system was viewed as depending for its utility
upon a system of fallout shelters.l Even in the defended areas, an
effective ballistic missile defense would require greatly improved
capabilities for civil defense warning, movement to shelter, and
other emergency operations. Thus, strategic offensive forces,
active air and missile defense, and c¢ivil defense came to be viewed
as related by a principle of complementarity as well as of sub-
stitution. For cptimum allocations of resources among them, fully
coordinated planning was required. )

Finally, as the likelihood of full-scale conventional war had
seemed to recede, conceptions of the mission of ground forces
altered. Overseas miscions, except those in Europe, seemed to
require modernization and mobility more than massiveness and a
mobilization base for ground forces. Combined with the changing
scale of the potential threat to the continental US, these
alterations made it reasonable to increase the mission of the
ground forces, particularly of the intericr zone armies, the
reserves, and the National Guard, to support civil defense emergency
operations.2

.

1. Secretary McNamara made this point emphatically in his
statement on Continental Air and Missile Defense Forces in appro-
priation hearings on the 1965 military budget: "For this reason,
the very austere civil defense program recommended by the President,
which I will dis~uss later, should be given priority over procure-
ment and deployment of any major additions to the active defenses.”
House of Representatives, Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on
Military Posture and H. R. 9637 fNo. 367, (Washington, DI C.,
Bovernment Printing OFFfice, 1964y, see especially p. 7107.

2. See, particularly, DoD Directive 3025,.10 of 23 April 1963
which defines the policies anu responsibilities of the arme” services
for military support of civil defense. See also, US Department of
Defense, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public
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B, FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

Changes in the division of responsibility for civil defen:e
“etween the Federal Government on the one hand, and State and
local governmer.cs on the other, have been less dramatic than the
relocations of responsibility within the Federal Government. More-
over, such changes as have occurred in Federal=~State and local
relations constitute a pattern of more consistent development and
progression.

1. Primary Responsibility of States

In view of the constitutional axiom that Congress shall
provide for, and the President be responsible for the execution of
policies concerning, the common defense, it is necessary to account
for the policy provision in the Féderal Civil Defense Act of 1950
as originally enacted that "this responsibility for civil defense
shall be vested primarily in the several States and their peclitical
subdivisions."l When adopted, that policy seemed to be justified
by the experience of two World Wars, by conceptions of how the
civil defense mission could best be fulfilled, and by interpre-
tations of the Federal tradition of American government.

In both World Wars the organization of civilians for popular
participation in the war effort began at the local and State levels
and achieved Federal coordination and guidance only slowly. This
was particularly true of the local and State defense councils of
World wWar I; but even in the case of civil defense units in World
War II, local and State organization generally preceded, or

Affairs), News Release No. 458-64 (15 June 1964), announcing a new
policy regarding the role of the State Adjutants General in military
support of civil defense.

1. The text of the RAct as originally passed may be found in
64 Stat. 1245-57,
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developed simultaneously with, the Federal organization. By
experience, once war came, the public and local and State officials
could be counted on to share the burdens of the common defense and
to free the Federal Government to concentrate on defense of the
external borders and on the overseas mission.

While the W.ited States suffered no enemy attack on its
interior zone in the World Wars, the experiences of the British,
the Germans, and the Japanese with attacks on their home fronts
seemed to confirm the value of assumption of responsibility by
local and State officials. The effectiveness of civil defense in
these countries was shown to be highly dependent upon the prior
existence of organized and trained cadres to operate at the scene .
of attack. In none of these cases did direction or control from
the central government at the time of attack prove to be of much
significance. This-is not to say that the central government had
little responsibility for, or role in, civil defense: indeed, in
the British case, where civil defense proved most effective, the
central government had assumned almost exclusive responsibility for

planning and developiny local capabilities in advance of the war.

rost-war studies of civil defense in the United States
extolled the British model and generally argued that the first
principle, or basic concept, on which civil defense must rest is

. : ] . o . .
local s2lf<help. Referring to the British experience, the studies

conlucted in the military complex viewed self-help as an operational

nececsity: 1in order to survive ap atomic attack, the individual
citizen would have to know what protective actions he could under=-

take for himself; his first line of assistance in emergency would

Y

1. A version of self-help was stated as the basis of civil
Jefense in the Bull (1947-48) and Hopley (1948) reports cited
previocusly and in US National Security Resources Board. United
States Civil Defense, NSRB Document 128 (Washington, D. T., 1350.
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extend to and from his surviving neighbors. Beyond this, govern-
ment would provide rescue and fire-fighting services, medical aid
and welfare relief, maintenance of law and order, and restoration
and recovery operations. These emergency services and operations
would need to come from the closest levels of government, expanding
to other levels as required.

This mission-oriented view of civil defense emergency
operations came to be combined with resource-oriented and polity=-
oriented views of civil defense planning, development, and
responsibilities. The National Security Resources Board promul-
gated a more vague conception of "expanding self-protection" that
was justified by maximum economy in the utilization of vital
resources and by the "inherent powers™ of St .tes, rather than
primarily by the requirements of an attack situation. On these
bases, "self-help" was to be rclied upon for peacetime preparation
and organization as well as for wartime operations.

In 1950 comparisons were drawn between the very current
problems of block=by-block defense against the effects of atomic
weapons and the very passe problems of house~to-house defense
against Indian raids. The new, like the old, seemed to require
the mobilization of every citizen and echelon of government from
the bottom up. The problem was not one of "common defense"™ in the
narrow sense of protecting common borders; it was one of "community
defense" in the sense of protecting every person, every home, every
aspect of common Life.l In order to ensure that the Federal Governe
ment not be diverced from providing for the common defense of
borders, State and local governments were to assume responsibility
to provide for such community defense. Congress would "provide a

1. See, for example, the statement of "The Civil Defense

Problem”™ in US Code, Congressional Service, 8ist $s, 2nd
Session, 1950, Vol 2, . Paul, Minnesota 3 )

Company, I§55), pp. 4328-30,
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plan" and otherwise arrange for necessary assistance and for
Federal coordination and guidance of State and lccal efforts, but
responsibility for development of detailed operational planning,
procurement of necessary facilities, equipment and supplies,
organization of special services, and conduct of operations was
vested in State and local governments.

2, Parallel Responsibilities

The assignment of primary responsibility to State and local
governments was criticized almost from the beginning. As the
emergency requirements of the Korean War decreased in importance,
and as the potential devastation of atomic attack increased,
pressures mounted for the Federal Government to assume greater
responsibility. Lack of impressive accomplishment at the State
and local levels under programs of Federal assistance (which never
reached one-quarter of one percent of military expenditures) seemed
to confirm the need for an expanded and strengthened Federal
responsibility. Major reviews of civil defense undertaken inside
and outside the Government were essentially unanimous in calling
for an enlarged Federal role as they had been in urging consoli-
dation of civil defense and defense mobilization functions.
Arguments advanced for this enlargement were comparable to those
which supported consolidation: civil defense is an essential
component of non-military defense, which, in turn, represents the
second vital contribution to national security alongside military
defense; both non-military and military defense are responsibilities
of the Federal Government.

At the same time, the idea continued to be stressed that
effective civil defense would depend upon the prior existence of
operational capabilities at the scene of attack and, therefore,
upon contributions from all levels of government. The nature of
the civil cefense problem seemed to require that local and State
governments not Le relieved of responsibility in the mistaken
belief that the Federal Government aione could develop and operate
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adequate civil defense capabilities.l When Reorganization Plan No,
1 of 1958 was followed by Public Law 606 of the Eighty-Fifth
Congress,2 civil defense was, in policy and intent, made the

"joint responsibility" of the Federal Government and the States
and their political subdivisions.

The alternative, that civil defense be made primarily the
responsibility of the Federal Government, was explicitly rejected.
Even the FCDA proposal to lift the fifty percent limitation on
Federal assistance was rejected. The amendments did, however,
expand the Federal contributions program to include personnel and
administrative expenses of State ard local offices and to authorize
the provision of radiological defense instruments to State and
local units.

But the principal impact of the new policy and intent was to
place greater emphasis on the emergency preparedness rcoles of
Federal departments and agencies. "Joint responsibility" in the
OCDM period tended to mean parallel responsibility, with the
Federal agency giving less, rather than more, attention to aiding

the States in developing the operational capabilities required at:
that level. The new national shelter policy tor fallout shelter
development provided for no Federal financial assistance in shelter
construction. In 1956 FCDA had issued a "National Plan for Civil
Defense Against Enemy Attack" which was oriented toward guiding
State and local planning; the 1958 "National Plan for Civil Defense
and Defense Mobilization" was oriented primarily toward Federal

departments and agencies,

1. See, especially, the important staff report of the Come
mission on Intergovernmental Relations, Civil Defense and Urban

Vulnerabili (Washington, D. C., Government Printing Uflice,
135%), pp. %§~26-

2, Signed on August 8, 1958, this was the only major amend-
ment of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950.




3. Joint Responsibility

The dominating issue in this developing pattern of Federal-
State and local relations has been determination of the nature and
extent of the Federal Government's peacetime role in developing new
civil defense capabilities. The FCDA had, from the beginning, been
assigned responsibilities to plan for the development of nation-wide
warning and communications, to establish training programs, and to
disseminate information in addition to assisting and encouraging
the States and local governments to develop their own operational
capabilities. In addition, the FCDA was assigned stand-by
authorities and responsibilities for civil defense emergencies.

If enlarged Federal responsibility were to mean more than simply
improving the implementation of existing programs, it would
principally mean that the Federal Government was to accept a larger
siiare in the development of protective capabilities and emergency
services.

Joint responsibility, in this sense of direct responsibility
for the peacetime development of protective capabilities and
emergency services, has confronted the Federal Government with a
second set of major organizational choices. Such development
implies the commitment of Federal manpower and rescurces far in
excess of that represented by a small, central office such as the
FCDA, the OCDM or the present Office of Civil Defcnse. The broad
utilization of Federal departments and agencies through delege*tions
of assignments has not proved reassuring in peacetime development
and its effectiveness in emergency remains open to serious doubt.
Alternatives of developing an operational Department of Civil
Defense either at the Cabinet level or as a fourth service within
the Department of Defense have so far been rejected. The transfer
of responsibilities to the Secretary of Defense in 1961, in addition
to consolidating civil defense with military defense, provided a
different organizational means by which the Federal Government could
accept a greater share of responsibility for developing protective
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capabilities and standby emergency services. The assignment of
major civil defense responsibilities to the Secretary of Defense
has facilitated use of the military services for fallout shelter
surveys, of logistics capabilities for distribution of shelter
stocks and supplies, and of the services and their reserves for
standby missions of support to civilian authorities in emergency
services,

4, Persistent Problems

Through each of the foregoing stages of primary responsibility
in the States (parallel responsibility and joint responsibility),
three problems for planning and for operations have persisted
almost unaffected. These problems arise out of the fact that the
American tradition of federalism and the mission requirements of
civil defense bear only incidental relation to one another.

In the first place, normal lines of communications, particularly
in the large metropolitan complexes, already overlap State
boundaries. Of the cities which had populations greater than a
half a million in 1950, for example, one=third are located at the
boundary of two States; of the fifty cities which had the largest
populations in 1960 (each, over a quarter of a million), more than
one-fourth are located at State boundaries. The Federal Civil
Defense Act of 1950 provided for mutual-aid compacts to be entered
into by neighboring States; and there have been major efforts, such
as followed the 1955 Project East River Review, to stimulate
planning based on metropolitan target complexes which cross State
lines. But the fact that State boundaries do not coincide with
target and damage zones continues to be a major reason for proposals
to federalize civil defense more completely.

A related problem of developing local capabilities (particularly
in the larger cities) arises from the fact that the Federal-State-
local patterns that have been adopted all place State governments
in key roles in the Federal-to-local chain. This has enmeshed civil
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defense planning in complex problems of State-city relations to the
frequent objections of responsible spokesmen of city government.

Finally, the limited, and unevenly distributed, revenue
resources of local and State governments has complicated and
inhibited the use of such Federal financial contributions as have
been authorized., Attempts to lift the fifty percent limitation
on Federal financial contributions have so far been unsuccessful,
although the Federal Government fully contributes certain surplus
property, equipment, and supplies to State and local units. The
full magnitude of this problem has not been experienced at the low
levels of expenditures for civil defense w>ich have so far
characterized national programs.

C. SPECIAL EMERGENCY POWERS

The Korean war emergency, during which the Federal Civil
Defense Act of 1950 was passed, made framers of the Act keenly
aware that an attack on the continental United States might require
the use of resources far in excess of those committed to civil
defense prior to a civil defense emergency. Atomic weapons and
long-range bombers had created the requirement for peacetime civil
defense planning and development, and the Act provided for the
growth of these under the guidance of a permanent Federal Civil
Defense Administration. But if civil defense were to be needed as
a result of expansion of the Korean War, the Federal Government
would have to assume a much more substantial role at the time of
attack. The Act, therefore, provided special standby powers which
could be invoked by the proclamation of a civil defense emergency
by the President or by concurrent resolution of the Congress,

In brief, these provisions--the so-called Title III
powers--are of three kinds: (1) authorization ot the President
to direct Federal departments and agencies to make their resources
available for civil defense purposes in emergency; (2) the creation
of special powers (which will be described shortly) to be exercised

24




by the Administrator of FCDA; and (3) legal and administrative
provisions including Government immunity from liability for the
death or injury of Federal employees, waiver of the Administrative
Procedure Act, compensation for non-governmental property acquired
under Title III, and provisions for the return or disposal of such
property.

These emergency authorities constitute a major set of
unprecedented and untried provisions of the Act. They have, of
course, never been invoked, and they have only rarely been
"utilized" even in civil defense tests and exercises. Conceptions
of them have, nonetheless, slowly changed as the nuclear threat has
been perceived differently; and their assignment within the
Executive Branch has varied accordingly. Since the 1961 reorgani-
zation, the Title III powers have been reserved to the President
without designation of the agency or agencies which would exercise
them as his agent.

1. Civil Defense Mobilization

The provisions of Title III are mixed in nature. They
establish powers which were described as vast at the time of
enactment and generated considerable Congressional concern. When
the final version of the civil defense bill passed both houses of
Congress, it included a section automatically terminating these
standby powers on June 30, 1954. This sectiorn was the result of
a compromise between the earlier House version which would have
terminated the entire Act and the Senate version which contained
no termination date. The compromise suggested that Title III in
particular was intended to provide for a possible, immediate
emergency. The compromise also guaranteed Congressional review
of the nature of the emergency authorities which civil defense
might require. The Title III powers were renewed in 1954 and at
four-year intervals thereafter, however, with little or no further
debate or clarification of their nature and purposes.
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The most important and problematic of the Title III powers are
the special powers originally assigned tc the Administrator and,
since 1961, reserved to the President. The special powers of the
Administrator were set forth in Section 303 of the Act. They
represented an expansion of the Administrator's peacetime
authorities and roles: he would be authorized in emergency to
procure (or commandeer) materials and facilities "without regard
to the limitation of any existing law;" to distribute materials and
services for civil defense, similarly "without regard to the limita-
tions of existing law;" and to coordinate and direct the relief
activities of the federal department and agencies. These are the
powers commonly regarded as vast. In addition, the Administrator
would be authorized to reimburse States for aid to other States, to
disburse financial assistance for the relief of any civilian, and
temporarily to employ additional personnel "without regard to the
civil-service laws,”

"vast" primarily in a legal sense:

The principal powers are
limitations of existing laws, including appropriations, are
removed from the authorities to procure and distribute resources;
the Administrator is authorized to direct the manpower of Federal
agencies potentially thousands-fold larger than the staff of the
FCDA, the OCDM, or the OCD. However, instrumentalities for
exerclising such powers were not provided by the Act and did not
receive comprehensive treatment until the National Plan of 1958,
The lack of crganizaticnal instrumentalities to exercise these
powers, together with the vagueness of the power., justify more
the fear that they might have been exercised ineffectually than

the fear that they would have been used ruthlessly.

Among the other two sets of national security functions, the
National Security RAct of 1947 had provided the permanent organi-
zation for military defense and the Defense Production Act of 1950
had provided the standby emergency authorities, policies, and
machinery for mobilization to support military defense in the Xorean
War emergency. In the case c¢f civil defense, both the permanent
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organization and the mobilization powers were provided for in the
same legislation: the former took its shape from the genersal need
as posed by the technology of modern warfare; the latter took ite
shape primarily from the possible need for civil defense during

the course of the Korean hostilities., Title III was the defense
production act of civil defense, but without the previous history
and comprehensiveness that characterized its analoguw and gave rise
to its more detailed poli~ies, priorities, and procedural instru-
ments,

The earliest programs and budgets considered by the embryonic
FCMA appeared to aim at crash efforts to provide civil defense
protection during the Korean War. However, as it became more
apparent that lead-times of at least two or three years would be
required for new shelter construction, and as dangers to the
continental Urited States from expansion of the XKorean War receded,
the orientation of FCDR shifted toward the general need for peace-
time development of civil defense against an attack, including a
surprise attack; which might derive from events other then those or
the Korean War. With such orientation, the Title III powers seemed
£o be less immediately relevant; in fact, if peacetime efforts were
fully adequate, it would be unnecessary to rely so heavily ¢n
emergency powers.

Fi .cen months after the Federal Civil Defense Act »f 1950
was enacted, Executive Order 10346 of April 18, 1952 was issued
directing all Federal departments and agencies tc prepsre plans
for their activities in a civil defense emergency. Such plans
would, of course, help to facilitate the implementation of Title
III powers., Two years later, Executive Order 10529 of April 23,
1954 was issued authorizing Federal employee participation in State
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and local civil defense programs.l While such participation was
intended to strengthen and encourage civil Jefense efforts, it
stood in ambiguous relation to possible plans to make heavy use
of Federal agencies through Title III.

Civil defense emergency planning which could facilitate the
use of Title III powers received more formal attention after the
1958 consolidation of civil defense with defense mobilization. As
we have indicated, one of the reasons for that consolidation was
the growing sense that the Federal Government's principal roles in
civil defense were those associated with emergency cperations
rather than with the peacetime development of protective services,
The 1958 National Plan for Civil and Defense Mobilization, the
National Shelter Policy of OCDM, and even the name of the Office,
all indicated the shifts in the orientation of Federal civil

defense activities toward developing capabilities for civil defense

mobilization in emergency.

2. Civil Defense Direction and Control

As the nature of the potential nuclear threat continued to
grow, "mobilization" in the 1950 sense seemed less and less
applicable to civil defense as well as to military defense. Under
a heavy nuclear attack, emergency operations would consist more of
the wise management of resources at hand than of the marshalling of
new resources, Moreover, there has been a general expectation that
normal processes of government might be interrupted or might break
down under the emergency conditions of an attack, and that emergency

1. These Executive Orders are currently under review and are
being redrafted to bring them more into line with current concepts
of "continuity of government" and with the nine Executive Orders of
February 16, 1962 and the nine of February 26, 1963 assigning
emergency preparedness functions to twenty-nine Federal departments
and agencies. See the annual report of the Office of Emergency
Planning for fiscal year 1963, in: US Congress, Joint Committee on
Defense Production, Thirteenth Annual Report, House Report No. 1095,
88th Congress, 2nd Session {(Washington, D. C., Government Printing
Office, 1964 ), pp. 39-139; see especially pp. 51-60.
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powers would be required for gencral governmental direction and

control as much as for the more narrow functions of mobilizing

resources to withstand attack and assure continuing support of a

war effort.’ It is in this more problematic and uncertain context :
that civil defense Title III powers are currently viewed. ;

Another aspect of the current context of civil defense has
required that the Title III powers be reexamined carefully. We !
have indicated that the 1961 reorganization facilitated greater
assumption of Federal responsibility for the peacetime development
oi protective capabilities and emergency services. When the
Secretary of Defense was assigned major responsibility for develop-
ment of civil defense, OCDM was reconceived as an agency for general
emergency planning. The difference between the Office of Civil
Defense, as developed in the Department of Defense and then in
the Department of the Army, and the OCDM reconstituted as the Office
of Emergency Planning is more than a difference between an operating
agency and an advisory staff. The difference also involves a
division of responsibilities for the use and control of resocurces
in emergency. The dividing line is exceeaingly hard to draw in
view of the demands upon resources which a heavy nuclear attack
might involve. For reasons such as this, the civil defense 7itle
III powers were reserved to the President in 1961. The polity
questions posed by emergency civil defense powers (including those
delegated in Title III) are important enough to warrant a continuous
review to ensure that proposed solutions accurately reflect the
current threat &s well as current protective capabilities.

1. The "proclamation" of limited martial law by President
Eisenhower during the Operation Alert exercise of 1955 symbolized
this change in emphasis and prompted broad reoxaminations of the
emergency requirements and functions of Government.
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D. RECAPITUIATION

The fourteen-year history of peacetime civil defense has been
marked by organizational experimentaticn and change. This experi-
mentation and change has involved principally the division of
responsibilities among component elements of government and the
structuring of relations among them. During this period, the
central Federal office for civil defense has been an organizing
device for facilitating the development of civil defense capabilities
and plans among other components of government and society which
have been assumed to constitute, however amorphously, the working
"organization."l

FCDA, OCIM, and OCD, by virtue of their place in the context
of national security and in the structure of the Federal Government,
have reflected different conceptions of what components of govern-
ment and society should be organized for civil defense. FCDA
attempted principally to organize State and local civil defense
agencies. OCDM attempted more to organize Federal departments and
agencies. In contrast to both, OCD has stressed organizing the
resources of the Department of Defense and of the Department of the
Ammy,

Different emphases and programs have also reflected and
embodied the assumption of different degrees and kinds of responsi-
bility for civil defense by the Federal Government. FCDA emphasized
planning for, assistance to, and guidance of State and local efforts
for developing protective capabilities. In par&llel with State,
local, and private development of protective capabilities and plans,

1. Note the description of OCD as "primarily a management
agency directing or coordinating participation in the civil defense
effort by over ten major elements of the Department of Defense and
seventeen other Federal agencies with civil defense responsibilities.”
House of Representatives, Committee on Armed Services, Providin
for Fallout Protection in Federal Structures and Nonproflt
Tnstitutions. House Report No. 715, Hebert Report /to accompany

88th Congress, lst Sessicn, 27 August 1963,
(hhshington, D. C., Government Printing Office 1963), p. 40.
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OCDM emphasized Federal planning for emergency. OCD has emphasized
to a greater extent the use of Federal resources to develop
protective capabilities and to plan military assistance for
emergency services.

These changes, however, do not reflect the full extent of the
organizational problems of civil defense. They have been prompted
largely by the growth of the nuclear threat and by dissatisfaction
with the progress of civil defense efforts. Underlying these
changes and evolving concepts, the critical issues on which the
organizational development of civil defense hinges have remained
fairly constant. These issues have been dealt with either
explicitly or implicitly throughout the history of modern civil
defense and continue to present the major choices that will shape
the future development of civil defense organization. In the next
section, we attempt to identify these underlying issues.
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III
UNDERLYING ISSUES

Planning and organizing for civil defense has involved issues too
comple». to be portrayed on an organization ctart. The division

of respon:ibility among government components, the development of
cadres of trained personnel to operate civil defense systems, the
provision of standby authorities to marshal new resources in
emergency, all hinge on basic decisions concerning the purpcse and
mission of civil defense, the operational requirements for dealing
with the attack situation, and the constraints imposed upon civil
defense efforts by policy considerations.

The problem of how to organize civil defense efforts can be
rlarified by identifying the issues concerming purpose and mission,
operational requirements, and policy constraints. In each of these
areas there has been, and will doubtless continue to be, debate
and argument: concerning primary, secondary, and mixed purposes
of civil defense; concerning how to provide for protective
capabilities, emergency services, resource allocaticns, and control
functions; concerning civilian-military relations, economy and
concert of effort, and the nature of governmental authority in
civil defense functions. Identification of the major issues in
these areas is a first step in developing a conceptual framework
for evaluating the organizational choices which confront national
decision makers,

A. PURPOSE ANT MISSION

The most general statement of the purpose of civil defense is
to protect, or to save, lives and property from the effects of
attack., The Declaration of Policy of the Federal Civil Defense Act
of 1950, as amended, states that "it is the policy and intent of Congress
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to provide a system of civil defense for the protection of lives
and property in the United States from attack." Such a statement
is perhaps also the most "independent," in that it does not derive
the purpose of civil defense from other purposes of society or
government. Civil defense is simply viewed as an aspect of the
common defense of the homeland. The earliest post-war studies of
civil defense conducted in the military establishment emphasized
this view. These studies held the mission of civil defense to be
rather exclusively the saving of civilian lives, The Bull and
Hopley reports were both critical of World War II civilian defense
for mixing "war services".with "orotective services."

In President Kennedv's speech of May 25, 1961 he described
civil defense as insurcnce against the failure of deterrence,
represeni:ing the single purpose of civil defense as the saving of
1*ves., Organizationally, this view tends to associate civil
defense with responsibilities for military defense as President
Kennedy implied when he stated that he was assigning major responsie-
bilities "to the top civilian authority already responsible for
continental defense, the Secretary of Defense."l The functional
interdependence of "damage-limiting" measures, according to current
defense concepts, confirms this trend toward the organizational
interdependence of civili defense with military defense,

Important as the saving of lives is, other statements of civil
defense purposes have also been adduced, especially with regard to
Federal roles in civil defense. C(ivil defense has been viewed as
having national ¢r strategic purposes as well as a general humani-

rarian parpose., National purposes are less "independent" and have

1. For relevant excerpts from the President’'s speech, see,
Bouse of Repres:ncativez, Subcommittee on Military OUperations of the

Committee on Gover.ment Operations, Hear§g§sl Civil Defense - 1961,
87th Congress, lst Session, 1961, Appendix , PD. -376.
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different organizational implications in that they derive from, and
explicitly vrelate civil defense to, other aspects of national
security. Three principal national purposes have been advanced:
(1) to enable the country to sustain a successful war effort; (2)
to ensure the possibility of national survival and recovery from a
nuclear attack; and (3) to underwrite a military posture.

1. To Sustain a Successful War Effort

The view that civil defense is necessary in order to enable the
country to sustain a successful war effort is the oldest version of
a statement of the national purpose of civil defense. It 1links civil
defense with the doctrines of air warfare developed in the period
between the two World Wars. According to those doctrines, the purpose
of "strategic bombing" was to strike at industrial and population centers,
thereby degrading support of the fighting forces and reducing the will
to fight. Civil defense in Britain, Germany, and Japan during the Second
World War was, in this sense, defense of the "home front." In the United
States, local defense during World War I was oriented almost entirely
toward war support and consisted of defense against sabotage rather
than against attack. As we have indicated, the World War II Office of
Civilian Defense did attempt to develop protective services along with
war services, but the emphasis on civilian morale and productiveness |
remained.

Despite the fact that the post-war military studies had de-
emphasized this strategic purpose, President Truman assigned civil
defense planning responsibilities to the NSRB in 1949 on the grounds
that it was the agency already responsible for civilian mobilization
and support of military forces. Although FCDA was organizationally
separated from defense mobilization agencies as well as from the
military establishment, tendencies throughout the period from 1951 to

1958 augured the organizational consclidation of civil defense with
defense mobilization primarily because civil defense was corceived of |
as required to sustain a war effort. However, as we have noted, by |
the time this consolidation took place, the conception of the nature
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of a war which would require civil defense was already beginning to
call into question both the possibility and the need for sustained
civilian and industrial support of the war effort during wartime.

For this reason, older notions of defense mobilization began to be
supplanted by notions of emergency planning measures which would have
to be undertaken and fully developed in advance of a war emergency.
Similarly, by 1958, strategic arguments for civil defense emphasized
the need for its development in advance of emergency in order to
reduce the strategic vulnerability of the nation.

2. To Ensure National Survival and Recovery from Attack

With the advent of the missile age and the likelihood that inter-
national adversaries would maintain stocks of nuclear warheads and
delivery vehicles sufficient to threaten "unacceptable" damage to
their opponents, the national issue in civil defense came to be
thought of in terms of whether the nation could survive and recover
from a first wave of attacks or a surprise attack. Reliance on a
strategy of massive retaliation went together with the notion that any
likely attack on the homeland would be a "knockout" attack. Under
such views, civilians concentrated in the densely populated cities
appeared to be highly valuable strategic targets.

The technology of nuclear weapons and missile systems seemed
decisively to shift the "battle front" of modern warfare to the home
front. Deployments in the West European forward areas were conceived
as constituting a "trip-wire" which threatened, if triggered, almost
automatically to lead to strategic strikes on the enemy's homeland.
Under the impact of modern technology, air warfare doctrines appeared
to imply that civilians were the principal targets of major military
actions and that the threat of attack against civilians was a primary
role of strategic forces. The national purpose of civil defense,
therefore, became that of ensuring national survival ard recovery from
such attack. Under this view, civil defense was organizationally
associated with peacetime emergency preparedness, but also appeared
to require association in policy-making with the‘development and use of

strategic forces.
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3. To Underwrite a Military Posture

As a complement to military defense in the actual conduct of war,
civil defense, like military defense, may also have cold war functions.
If the military posture is relevant to the way in which the nation con-
ducts international negotiations and diplomacy, then civil defense may
also be conceived as having a possible impact on such negotiations and
diplomacy.

The Munich crisis of 1938 revealed the possible dependence of
negotiations on civil defense. It is sometimes argued that Prime
Minister Chamberlain might have taken a different position if he had
had more confidence in British civil defense measures of that time.l
The crisis did touch off a flurry of civil defense activities which
revealed at least one side of this interdependence of civil defense

and international crisis,

The full implicaticns of this kind of experience did not become
widely acknowledged in the United States until after the strategy of
massive retaliation had become subject to the "counter deterrence" of
Russian nuclear capabilities., The years 1957 and 1958 represented a
turning point in urderstanding of, and argument concerning, the
national strategic purpose of civil defense. The Gaither Report2
(1957), the RAND Corporation's Study of Non-Military Defense3 (1958),
and the Rockefeller Brothers Fund study of International Security -

The Military Aspect4 (1958) all saw civil defense as a critical need of

the national military posture and strateayv of deterrence.

1. See for example, Terrence H. O'Brien, Civil Defense (London:
Her Majesty's Stationery Office and longmans, Green and Co., 1955),
pp. 153-165,

2. Office of Defense Mobilization, Report of the Geither
Committee (The White House, 1957).

3. FRAND Corporation, A Study of Non-Military Defense, Report
No. R-322 (Santa Monica, California, B

4, PRockefeller Brothers Fund, International Security - The
Military Aspect, Special Studies Panel Il report, 1358.
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If the US nuclear force structure was to deter Soviet aggression
other than a first strike on the continental United States, the credi-
bility of this deterrent seemed to depend upon the capacity of the
nation to withstand a retaliatory blow from Russian strategic forces.
Civil defense to enhance this capacity was conceived of as nccessary

to underwrite the deterrent posture,

This view of civil defense has been subject to more public con-
troversy than have other statements of the national purpose of civil
defense. It led to new arguments against civil defense, rnrincipal
among which have been that: (1) by underwriting the military posture,
civil defense involves the public directly in cold war foreign policy;
(2) as evidence of the nation's capacity and willingness to withstand
retaliation, civil defense contributes to a war-acceptance psychology;
and (3) as enhancing nuclear deterrence of non-nuclear threats, civil
defense may tend to degrade the stability of a nuclear "balance of
terror.”" Arguments about the national, strategic purpose of civil
defense on issues such as these were complicated by emphasis on private
responsibility for shelter construction. Such emphasis appeared to make
individual citizens directly accountable for national policies concern-
ing civil defense as well as for the implementation of self-protective
measures.,

4, The Impact on Organizationali Developmant

Statemernits of the purposes orf civil defense have played a dual
role in the development of civil defense organization. At the level
of public involvement, the direct dependence of civil defense on the
voluntary participation of State and local governments, public-
spirited groups, and private citizens has made it almost inevitable
that the national purposes of civil defense be used as arguments for
supporting civil defense efforts. It is difficult to assess the com-
parative effectiveness of various appeals in peacetime or in a cold
war environment. During wartime, as in the cases of the local defense
councils in World War I and the Office of Civilian Defense in Worid
War II, it is fairly clear that large numbers of volunteers will
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respond to appeals to support a war effort or programs to ensure
naticnal survival and recovery. However, it is not clear how such
volunteers can be used effectively in the future to accomplish the
purposes to which they respond.

At the level of the Federal Government, interpretations of the
purposes of civil defense have played roles both in shaping divisions

of responsibilities and in defining the missions to be performed by
component agencies. Although the purpose of saving lives and property
is general, it is concrete enough to help define specific missions and
tasks to be planned and organized. The national purposes, on the other
hand, while more specific are also more abstract; they affect policy
uses of civil defense capabilities in crisis management more than they ;
contribute to the definition and clarification of the civil defense %
mission and tasks. Their effects on the assignment of responsibilities i
within the Federal Government has, in part, even confused the develop- i
ment of clear conceptions of missions and tasks, particularly at the !
State and local levels which are more removed from national policy
considerations and which have been less directly affected by the re-
organizations of civil defense.

It seems evident, as the 1961 rec¢rganization implied, that planning
and organizing for civil defense should proceed insofar as possible on

the basis of the more noncrete and general purpcse of developing a
system for protecting and saving lives and property. This is especially
important for the development of the working organization., Conwersely,
consideration of the planning significance of the more abstract natiomal
purposes ought to be concentrated at the highest policy levels,

B.  OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENYS

To plan for and develop the organization of civil defense emergsncy
operations, as well as to evaluate its potential effectiveness, purpose
and mission nust be translated into‘clearly identifiable operational
requirements, Such a process is aifficult for any large, complex orgsni-
zation, but civii defense involves peculiar fgetors which meke the
problem especially complicated.
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Since both the threat and the civil defense mission are un-
precedented, experience is not a reliable guide. Experiences with
emergency operations in natural disasters are hardly analogous to
the situations likely to result from large-scale nuclear attacks.
Exercises and tests offer some basis for evaluations of simulated
responses to hypothetical situations, but, fundamentally, planning
must be based on intelligent presumption and theoretical calculations
of possible damage and its effects and of the emergency operations
which might be effected by various agencies or groups. Whereas
military contingency planning can generally assume the nature and
availability of the groups or organizations required to perform
specific tasks, civil defense planning must determine what agencies
and groups will be available and what the nature of such groups
should be.

In 1950, the NSRB report asserted that State and local govern-
ments would provide the "field army" of civil defense. Since that
time, however, three facts affecting such an "amy" have become
clearer: (1) an emergency would afford only very limited time in
which to mobilize, train, and equip such an "ammy"; (2) conversion
to civil defense uses of existing societal and governmental resources
of men and materials, while allowing economies of effort, would
nonetheless pose difficult organizational problems; and (3) resources
of the Federal Government, and particularly of the military services,
may greatly augment the "field ammy" but their use could raise
additional problems of coordination and of clarity of autheority and
control,

Planning the organization of civil defense emergency operations
is also complicated by political and economic issues which may arise
independent of the civil defense purpose and mission. While plans to

meet Gperdational requirements must be tested against policy constraints

deriving from economic and polity matters, it is useful to take the
concrete mission of saving lives and property as the starting point
for identifying the operational requirements to be met by organized
activity.
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The general mission of c¢ivil defense will require different
functions to be performed by persons numbering, perhaps, in the
hundreds of thousands or millions. Current expectations anticipate
the involvement of several major agencies of the Federal Government
as well as of State and local government agencies. Private groups
and citizens are also likely to play roles in assisting one another.
Varieties of facilities, equipment, and emergency stocks would be
required by various groups for different functions. The basic
organizational planning problem is how best to distinguish and to
combine the varieties of functions and requirements so that they may
be efficientl'r assigned. Four broad classes of requirements have
emerged and seem to provide a basis for organizing functions according
to: (1) requirements for on-site protective capabilities; (2) require-
ments for mobile emergency services; (3) requirements for resource
allccation for relief, repair, and restoration; and (4) requirements
for communications systems to warn, to inform, and to facilitate
direction and control,

1. On-Site Protective Capabilities

The selection and provision of the most effective protective
systems has tended to be viewed as the heart of the civil defense
problem. By protective capabilities or systems we mean those measures
which, taken together, enable the population to reduce or avoid ex-
posure to the direct effects of enemy attack. Such capabilities must
be "on-site" in the sense that they must be accessible to the population
within expected warning times for the weapons effects.

The number of feasible protective systems is limited and includes
primarily, those with fallout shelters, blast shelters, evacuvation
systems, or combinations of these., But differences in systems costs
and effectiveness are substantial, and choice amony them ir volves
extensive ard difficult commitments of rescurces t0o programs to acquire
and prepare for the use of such capabilities. Since such protective
capabilities aim at enabling persons to survive on the basis of their
own actions, education is a necessary part of the development of

effective systems,
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The organizational issues connected with the selection and
provision of shelters, evacuation plans and preparations, and neces-
sary public education tend to cluster around questions such as:
what agency or agencies should determine the choice of systems for a
given area? how should the systems be financed? what kind of "command-
control™ system may be required to make effective use of any publicly
provided systems? Answers to such questions must, of course, seek to
take advantage of economies of scale, L.t must also reflect differences
among the existing powers and capabilities of the various levels of
government involved, as well as projections concerning where new
decision-making responsibilities should be located. For example,
the matching-fund formula for the Federal financial assistance programs
has frequently been criticized on the ground that State and local
governments do not have available to them the revenue resources which
would enable them to assume fifty per cent of civil defense costs.
Arguments for a totally-Federal financial program, however, frequently
overlook the fact that a matching-fund formula provides a basis for
allocating a Federal budget which might otherwise require the Federal
Government to make unilateral decisions that could raise exceedingly

difficult political problems.,

2. Mobile Emergency Services

In addition to on-site protective capabilities, the life-saving
mission requires emergency services which can be applied across short
distances within hours. The function of such mobile emergency services
would be to reduce the number of fatalities which might otherwise
result from lack of care for casualties or control of secondary effects,
The principal emergency services would thus be those of rescue and
medical aid and of fire-fighting and general damage control. In
addition, special law and order services may be required to evacuate,
or deny access to, contaminated areas and to minimize deaths and
losses attributable to such abermant behavior as might result from
post-attack conditions. Such emergency services would, of course, be
relevant whether or not protective capabilities existed. Generally,
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the better the protective systems, the less the demands upon emergency

services,

Since emergency services of rescue and medical aid, fire-fighting
and damage control, and maintenance of law and order woculd need to be

applied to a stricken area within hours after attack, it has generally
been assumed that they should be the responsibility of the nearest
levels of government., Moreover, local and State governments already

oL e

maintain agencies or departments which fulfill such functions in

cases of individual tragedy and natural disaster. Civil defense
emergencies may require substantial augmentation of such agencies, but
the organizational problem is simplified by the existence for other
purposes of a trained, professional core. This core would require
special training to enable it to function effectively in the conditions
following nuclear attack.

Organizational issues concerning emergency services thus tend to
cluster around questions of special training and provision for aug-
mentation of existing resources. In addition to providing leadership
for training programs, the Federal Goverrment is in a favorable
position to augment emergency services by use of military resources
to assist civilian civil defense authorities.

3, Resource Allocation Functions

Following an attack, additional deaths and losses may result from
the prolonged physical and social effects of disrupticn of normal flows
of goods and services, Food, housing, and medical supplies would be
needed for the relief of victims, Heavy construction and transportation
equipment would be necessary for the repair of vital facilities and
for the removal of debris. Power, communications, water, and sanita-
tion systems would have to be restored as quickly as possible.

These broader functions of relief, repair, and restoration are
bpasically resource-allocation functions which would draw heavily
upon reamining industrial equipment and upon government -~tock-
piles of critical materials, especially of melical and food
supplies. Allocations of such resources in an emergency require
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decision-making auvhori-ies witr 3 -.2s5 to orodi irfomation and
with krnowledge and judgrent trar.scending io~al and immediate needs.
Since the misapplicatior of resocurzes could ..ndanger longer-run
recovery possibilitice, tle organi:s+tion of 1:sponsibilities and

authorities for periormirg these functinns 1is critical.

Organizational issues arz complicated oy the interests of the
three levels of governmernt, by <« relations of jovernment to
industry, and by the invclvement of several vital agencies of the
Federal Goverrment, How vresources are apporticned to New York City,
for example, directly concerns the lity government, the State govern-
ment, and the Federal Government. Since the heavy equipment which
is useful for repair and restcration exists primarily in industry,
civil defense planning must rely on the ccopsration of industrial
firms. Emergency use of such equipment may also require the in-
voking of Title III powers. Coordination of the activities of
Federal agencies responsible for medical and food stockpiles and
for regulation of interstate commerce would also be critical to the
fulfillment cf resource allocation functions.

Finally, careful organization and planning are required by the
interdependence of emergency resource allocation functions with those
of general resource management and continuity of government associated

L ] - [ -~ -
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4, Communications Systems

A nation-wide warning network and a communications system have
been considered essential requirements of emergency operations from
the inception of civil defense programs in 1950. During the past
fourteen years, however, conceptions of the functions and hardware
systems for both have varied with the changing nature of the threat.
As the concept of warning has been broadened to include notions of
strategic warning, there is increasing justification for thinking of

warning as only one of several functions of commundications.
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Tactical warming signals conveyed by means of outdoor sirens
or by an indoor NEAR system may be only one aspect of possible and
desirable warning functions. During times of growing international
crisis, there may be occasions when officials would want to alert
the public to take preliminary measures. In other circumstances,

a population exposed to long-range fallout radiation, but not to
direct weapons effects, would require still a different kind of
warning. Hence various circumstances may necessitate warning

messages which require the flexibility of verbal communications.

In addition to these uses for types of warning, the overall,
verbal communications system provides a capacity to meet other major
operational requirements. In order to use protective capabilities
and emergency services effectively, information on damage assessment
and situation analysis needs to flow to relevant agencies. Con-
versely, information on decisions made and emergency actions taken
must flow to affected parties, and sheltered or evacuated populations
must be informed when it is safe for them to emerge or to return to
evacuated areas. Moreover, communications systems are necessary to
facilitate coordination of resource allocation functions and to pro-
vide a channel for the exercise of Presidential direction and control.

Each of these functions is an organizational function, and the

cerational roguirements ccnnected vt Ul communicatiions may be Cur
strued as organizational requirements, The organizational issues
involved in communications are essentially issues of organizing
civil defense activities of the public, of major private associatior..
and enterprises, of local and State govermments, and of the Federal
Government. The available hardware systems, therefore, constrain as
well as facilitate emergency organization.

C. POLICY CONSTRAINTS

Agencies at each level of government play roles in meeting
operational requirements for protective capabilities, emergency
services, resource allocation functions, and comrunications systems.
Degrees of responsibility at the various governmental levels may be
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significancly different for diffecrent classes of operational require-
ments: local governments, for example, may be expected to bear
heaviest responsibility for emergency services, but only little
responsibility for resource allocation functions. Degrees of re-
sponsibility for a given function may also depend on whether that
function is exercised in the pre-attack, trans-attack, or post-
attack phase: the Federal Government may take the lead in locating
and stocking fallout shelters in existing buildings, but have almost
no role in their emergency use and managaiient,

The criteria which determine degrees of responsibility are
mixed in nature. We have suggested a process analogous to military
planning for identifying operational requirements on the basis of
threat analysis and mission determination. Within this framework,
it may be possible to develop measures of the cost and effectiveness
of alternative ways of meeting these requirements through various
organizational means. The development of such measures is beyond the
scope of this initial investigation. However, it is apparent that
issues other than those of comparisons of costs and effectiveness
have constrained the range of organizational alternatives which have
been considered feasible options. Such issues in effect constitute
policy constraints on the develcpment of civil defense organization.

The four major kinds of policy constraints that have affected
the development of civil defense organization reflect concepts
which are imbedded in the general political milieu: (1) civilian-
military relations; (2) economy of effort; (3) concert of effort;
and (4) the nature of civil defense authority.

1. Civiljan-Military Relations

One of the most frequently stated constraints affecting organi-
zation is that responsibility and authority for civil defense should
remain entirely under civilian control. This constraint reflects a
more gerieral principle that the role of the military in civil affairs
should be limited.
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As applied to civil defense, this has been supported by two
lines of argument against increased military participation: First,
that the military should not be diverted from its primary mission
by being called upon to assume a large role in civil defense; and
second, that civilians should not abdicate their responsiblities
under the illusion that the military services would do the job for

them.,

Resistance to enlarging the role of the military is found among
members of both the military and civilian communities and among both
opponents to and advocates of civil defense. In the main, however,
there has been greater willingness since 1961 to treat the issue
of military participation in civil defense more flexibly.

2. Economy of Effort

In opposition to pressures for expensive programs and for the
creation of a Department of Civil Defense, the economic advantage
of utilizing existing resources has operated as a constraint on the
development of civil defense organization. This constraint is some-
times combined with a fear of "extravagance" in governmental functions
or with a desire to maximize efficiency. As applied specifically to
civil defense, however, it has also been accompanied by the argument
that many of the resources required for a civil defense emergency can
best be developed as extensions of existing capabilities rather than
by commitment of new resources.

Capabilities for perfomming rescue, fire-fighting, and law
enforcement functions exist at levels of local government, and the
responsibility of local government for corresponding emergency
services has been emphasized. Similarly, responsibilities of the
Federal Government for resource allocation functions have been
stressed, and they have been delegated to agencies having non-civil
defense responsibilities for the relevant resources.

The operation of this constraint has thus contributed to the
diffusion of responsibilities for civil defense beyond what is clearly
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required by the nature of the ci1. defense mivsion and has added
to the organizational problem of coordinating the activities of
diversified governmental agencies.,

3. Concert of Effort

The counterpart to the diffusion of responsibilities among
various levels and agencies of government has been the expectation
of, and requirement for, cooperaticn and coordination among semi-
autonomous components. This expectation has constrained civil defense
organization to the extent that it has inhibited the development of
systems of command and control for both peacetime activities and

emergency operations.,

Concepts of shared and joint responsibility have also inhibited
the extension of the respensibility of government at one level into
the areas reserved to another, Greater federalization of civil
defense has been resisted as representing further growth of the
Federal bureaucracy. Joint responsibility has thus tended to mean
limited responsibility. While other Federal agencies have networks
of field offices throughout the country, the Federal civil defense
office has carefully avoided encroaching on the responsibilities
of State or local governments and has limited its extension to the

eight regional cffices plus training centers.

Among Feucius uy@icaus, the principle of coordination operated
as a constraint on the programs of both FCDA and OCDM. Since the
1961 rcorganization, OCD has had more freedom to develop its programs
from within the Department of Defense and the Department of the Army
where it .as some access, through the Departmental structures, to
resources not readily available through coordination.

4, The Nature of Civil Defense Authority

Closely related to the policy constraints imposed by prevailing
concepts of economy and concert of effort is a further constraint
which arises from the legal basis of civil defense. It involies
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concepts of Federal authority and of the legal status of responsi-
bilities of the non-Federal components of a nation-wide system of
civil defense.

The system provided for by the Federal Civil Defense Act is
essentially a voluntary one. Although it was the intent of Congress
that certain responsibility be vested in the States and their
political subdivisions, specific means of establishing and realizing
this intent were not provided by the Act. Thus, the degree of
responsibility assumed by State and local governments was left to

their own discretion.

The voluntary pattern as established by the Act reflects the
broad Constitutional and historical character and traditions of
the federal system of government. This system has been understood
to mean that the Federal Government cannot, and should not be
authorized to, compel State and local governments to develop their
own civil defense programs., A variety of incentives is, of course,
available for inducing compliance with Federal programs and standards.
These mainly reinforce the informal authority of the Federal Govern-
ment which is derived from the quality of the leadership it provides.
However, should a particular State or local governmental unit fail to
assume any responsibility for c¢civil defense, the Federal Government
-a:1 neither require that unit to assume responsibility nor step in to
fill the vacuum,

The prevailing view of the informal nature of Federal civil
defense authority has, furthermore, inhibited the development of
national standards or regulations directly applicable to individuil
citizens or to private enterprises. However, standards and regulations
do exist in relation to such national concerns as civil rights, inter-
state commerce, and the income tax system, Their development in
relation to civil defense could both strengthen the national program
and facilitate State and local programs.

Organizationally, this policy constraint has also meant that
Federal civil defense officials have had to expend energy in promoting
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civil defense. Their dependence on informal authority has, conse-
quently, involved them in public controversies to a degree not
normally required of officials who are not responsible for policy-
making. Moreover, they have experienced the frustrations of carrying
heavy responsibilities to develop :rograms, without having commensurate
authority to implement them,

D. RECAPITULATION

Underlying the organizational problems and concepts which have
characterizad the history of civil defense are issues concerning the
purpose and mission of civil defense, the determination of operational
requirements and how best to meet them, and constraints imposed upon
civil defense efforts as matters of policy.

Although the purpose of civil defense as defined by the Federal
Civil Defense Act is to provide a system "for the protection of lives
and property," national or strategic purposes of sustaining—a war
effort, of assuring national survival and recovery, and of underwriting
a military posture have also affected development of civil defense
organization. Concentration on the circumscribed purpose of protecting
and saving lives contributes to the clarity of mission and thus facili-
tates organization planning and development. Concern with the signifi-
cance of the national, strategic purposes can most profitably be
concentrated at the highest policy-making levels.

Four broad categories of operational requirements may be
identified on the basis of a clear and narrow definition of the
mission of civil defense as the protecting and saving of lives. To
fulfill such a mission requires: (1) on-site protective capabilities,
(2) mobile emergency services; (3) resource allocation functions; and
(4) communications systems. The determination of how to meet civil
defense requirements can thus best be arrived at through the application
of a resource-oriented approach, that is, by analysis of the comparative
costs and effectiveness of using various governmental mixes to meet
these requirements, It may be expected that different levels of govern-
ment can, in varying degrees, contribute to the efficient satisfaction
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of these classes of requiremen*c 314 should, therefore, assume
different degrees of responsbiliiy. Provisicns must be made for
meeting all of these requirementc with different mixes of inter-
governmental respon-ibility; there can be no effective civil defense

system if any of t'am is neglected.

However, the feasibility of optimal arrangements for meeting
operational requirsments must be tested against the policy con-
straints of civilian control, utilization of existing resources,
cooperation and coordination of participating units and agencies,
and the nature of Federal authority. While such constraints
determine the feasibility of the wvarious options, they are, and
have been, subject toc flexible interpretation and application and,
therefore, warrant continuing reevaluatior.
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PROPOSALS TO REORGANIZE

Federal civil defense organization as developed in the periods of
FCDA, OCDM, and CCD has depended upon a conception of the cenc.ral,
national office as an office for planning and organizing civil
defense efforts conducted elsewhere. The relevant efforts or
activities need to be carried out by citizens, private groups, and
governmental units which are not under the command or control of
the central office, but are dependent upon it for guidance and
direction.

Within such a framework, three broad organizational questions
have occupied official and non-official attention: (1) Where in
the Federal structure should the central office be located so that
its planning could be conducted in optimum relation to other programs
of national security; (2) What elements of society and government can
or should the central office count upon as instruments for meeting the
operational requirements of a nation-wide system of civil defense;
(3) How can the central office effectively use the limited leverage
available to it for obtaining the necessary cooperation in developing
and implementing the civil defense system?

Dissatisfaction with the answers t~ 2ach of the foregoing
questions has, as the threat has changed, helped to bring about the
reorganizations of 1958 and 1961. Fear that the latter two questions,
in particular, could not be answered satisfactorily has led to recurring
proposals for more radical change. Such proposals have consisted
chiefly of versions of the following: (1) that a Department of Civil
Defense be created either as a fourth service Department within the
Department of Defense or as a Cabinet Department; (2) that the Federal
Government assume primary responsibility for civil defense; and
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(3) that the statuto, base be altcrred to strencthen civil defense
and, perhaps, to maxe certain aspeits of the program mandatory.

Proposals of the first sort stem from the judgment that civil
defense requires operational capabilities and an operational cadre
that can best be developed within a system in which civil defense
is the primary responsibility of tnose on whom the operation of the
system must depend. That is, there must be a sizable core of trained
personnel whese civil defense responsibilities are not merely added
to other responsibilities, Such personnel would also be under the
direct control of a senior official with authority to provide for
their training, facilities and equipment, and their logistical
support. Such propcsals have been rejected for a variety of reasons.
The likelihood that the threat cf attack would materialize has not
been regarded as sufficient to warrant such extensive commitment of
resources in peacetime. Simultaneously, it has been held that
resources so committed at the Federal level would be inadequate in
attack, response to which would necessarily depend more upon the
activities of State and local governments, agencies of the Federal
Government with established peacetime roles, and individual citizens
and private groups. Moreover, a lack of convincing knowledge of the
optimal allocations of resources among various possible physical systems
for active as well as passive defense has made such an approach seem
premature.

Proposals to have the Federal Govermment formally assume primary,
if not full, responsibility for civil defense have experienced a
similar fate. They have been made on the grounds that civil defense,
as a part of the common defense, is Constitutionally a primary
responsibility of the Federal Government more than a responsibility of
State and local governments deriving from their police powers. Wore
pragmatically, such proposals have been recommended because, it is
held, only the Federal Government has command of the necessary revenue
resources and the competence to judge the nature of the threat so as
to permit an optimal allocation of national resources. On the other

hand, State and local responsibility has been defended as required
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bcth by the police power of State and local governments and by the
inescapable operational necessity for on-site protective capabilities
and emergency services which the Federal Government could not
reasonably provide. Only a system of joint responsibility could
provide both the national planning and the nation-wide capability.

Discussion of, and proposals for, new civil defense legislation
have so far been equally inconclusive., At the time the Federal
Civil Defense Act was enacted, it was widely acknowledged to lbe
emergency legislation that would require careful periodic review,
Although the Act has been amended eleven times, only the amendment
of 1958 altered major suhstantive provisions. Other amendments ex-
tended the termination dates of certain provisions, including the
Title III powers, and provided for administrative changes. The major
reasons for review of the legislation arise not so much from the Act's
specific provisions as from its general character, The Act has proved
to be a flexible instrument of civil defense. As a result of Re-
organization Plan No., 1 of 1958, of Executive Order 10952 of 1961, and
of later Orders, the Act no longer defines the Federal organization.,
Moreover, the Act does not specifically authorize the development of
certain programs, particularly for shelter construction, which
civil defense officials have considered necessary. Finally, =ince
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the Act is permissive rather than mandatory in most of its provisions,
suggestions for strengthening civil defense have sometimes sought
ways of making it less dependent upon voluntary participation.

The problems to which these proposals have been addressed are not
organizational problems alone. Though they deal with organizational
matters they imply broader problems of civil defense which set limits
to the range of organizational choice., The usefulness of proposals
such as these would depend on the developing technology of physical
protection, upon the potential, but limited utility of existing
national resources, and upon basic national policies.
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APPENDIX A

A CIVIL DEFENSE CHRONOLOGY

Date Civil Defense Events

1916 August 29

1918 October 1 A Field Division, with
the Secretary of
Interior as Chairman,
was created under the
Council of National
Defense to coordinate
the activities of
thousands of state,
local, and community
"local defense" units
which had sprung up
during the war.

November 11

1938 September 25

1939 September 1
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Background

The Council of National
Defense, composed of the
Secretaries of War, Navy,
Interior, Agriculture,
Commerce, and Labor, was
created by act of
Congress. This became
the major Federal agency
for guiding the domestic
war effort, including
"eivil defense."

The Armistice ending
World War I was signed,

The Munich Conference on
the Czechoslovakia crisis
was held,

German Armed Forces
invaded Poland.
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Date

1940 May 25

1941 May 20

December 7

December 11

1942 February 10

February 11

April 15

Civil Defense Events

T